Gerund verbs generate root clauses in Old Romanian (OR), but not in Modern Romanian (MR). We argue that the root clause phenomenon arises from the presence of a null Assertion Operator in OR, which has been lost in MR. This Operator originates from the mapping of discourse features to syntax, but involves a marked option for feature checking (i.e., pragmatic versus syntactic), so it is easier for it to disappear in the process of language acquisition.
Introduction
This paper focuses on gerund clauses in OR, which occur in both root and adjunct configurations. We propose an account for these constructions and for the diachronic change they undergo by combining the results of historical linguistic studies with formal tests and assessments.
The hypothesis is that a syntactic operation is at work that recovers declarative clause typing and finiteness for root gerunds, in a way that makes them equivalent to root indicative clauses. We argue that, in pre-recorded OR, root gerunds had V-to-T but not higher, plus a null Assertion Operator in ForceP; crucially, the Assertion Operator binds the Fin(ite)-T(ense) domain and allows it to be valued pragmatically, thus equating the properties of the gerund root clause with those of an indicative declarative clause. The weak evidence for the null operator, coupled with the fact that pragmatic (versus syntactic) valuation is marked, triggered the eventual loss of this operator, and changes in verb movement from V-to-T to V-to-C (specifically, V-to-Fin) with gerunds. The OR recorded documents we investigate show some remnant V-to-T occurrences but are predominantly V-to-C, which is the new default for gerunds. This change in verb movement coincides with a decrease in the use of root gerunds. By comparison, in MR all gerunds systematically exhibit V-to-C movement.
. Key data
A gerund form in OR consists of a verbal root to which we add the suffix -ind(u) /-ând(u) . For example, mânca 'to eat' > mânc-ând 'eating' (OR orthography in the corpus: mîncînd). This form is invariable and exclusively verbal, on par with its Latin ancestor (Miller 2000) . Thus, the gerund is incompatible with determiners (e.g., *mâncândul 'the eating') (Caragiu 1957; Edelstein 1972) .
Historically, gerund clauses are adjuncts, by default, in all Romance languages, and this includes Romanian. However, the OR gerund can also generate declarative root clauses, in "out-of-the-blue" contexts; e.g., the lines in (1) stand by themselves, as a prelude to the chronicle.
(1) Traian întîiu, împăratul, supuindu pre dahii. In (1), the gerund is the only verb in each of the first two clauses. Each gerund displays its own lexical subject in Nominative (in bold). Oblique Cases have morphological marking in OR, and the subjects in (1) are not morphologically marked. This leaves either Nominative or Accusative structural Case as potential options for these lexical subjects. However, since the subjects in (1) are proper nouns with a [+human] feature which would trigger an obligatory Differential Object Marker (i.e., dom pe or pre; Hill and Tasmowski 2008 a.o.) with Accusative Case, and these subjects do not display dom, the Case on these DPs is Nominative. Moreover, there is no morphological marking for tense on the gerunds in (1): the past tense reading comes from the discourse context, since the subject matter concerns facts of ancient history, long before the time of the chronicle. Root gerund clauses may be self-standing, as in (1), or they may occur in coordination with other root clauses, as in (2). Since the coordination in (2) relates the gerund to an indicative, they must have an equivalent syntactic status. Note that, in (2), the root gerund licenses a lexical subject, which is different from the subject of the coordinated indicative. The tense reading of the gerund is achieved through a combination of the discourse context and the tense of the coordinated indicative verb.
The occurrence of root gerunds in OR, as in (1) and (2), begs explanation. Our hypothesis is that some syntactic operation is at work that recovers declarative clause typing and finiteness for root gerunds in a way that makes them equivalent to indicative clauses. In the rest of the paper, we investigate the syntax of gerund clauses, to see how this might be implemented.
. Corpus
The data come from a corpus of The Moldavian Chronicles written directly in Romanian (from 1642 up to approximately 1750) by Ureche, Costin, Neculce, in this chronological order. 1 The combined texts amount to 259,536 words, generating 9,497 sentences. Quantifying the gerunds in these chronicles, Edelstein (1972: 128) found that the percentage of gerunds in relation to the total of verbal forms is 10%, which is double that of infinitives. Edelstein (1972) does not differentiate the gerunds by clause type in her statistics. For us, that differentiation is paramount, since our focus is on a certain type of gerund clauses. In our corpus, we found 22 examples of root gerunds and over 100 occurrences of gerund clauses in adjunct position (adverbials and relatives). 2 These examples allow for assessments of word order and distribution of gerund verbs, because matrix and adjunct gerunds share most of their morpho-syntactic properties.
1. Traditional Romanian historical linguistics refers to the language of the16th-18th centuries as 'Old Romanian' . We maintain this label here, despite the fact that in Old Romance languages the qualification of 'old' is confined to pre-medieval texts up to roughly the 13th century.
.
We stopped counting at 100, because this number is sufficient to show the disproportionate preference for gerunds as adjuncts.
. Theoretical background
The analysis needs to assess the level of verb movement in gerund clauses and compare it with the location of indicative verbs, in similar contexts. For that, we use the cartographic representations, which allow for a precise appraisal in relation to the location of adverbs (Cinque 1999) and of the projections mapping the discourse features (i.e., Topic and Focus, as in Rizzi 1997 Rizzi , 2004 .
In particular, the hierarchy of adverbs in Cinque (1999) in (3) helps to identify the position of the gerund verb and of its lexical subject.
For the CP field we adopt the mapping in Rizzi (1997 Rizzi ( , 2004 , shown in (4). This map allows us to test the constructions for constituent fronting to Topic and Focus, and for the availability of complementizers (in Force or Fin).
In addition, we use the reference points provided by the presence of negation and clitics. Unlike in English, where T is higher than Neg (Laka 1990) , in Romance, the Neg head selects TP (Haegeman and Zanuttini 1996; Zanuttini 1997 a.o.) , and this is also valid for Romanian (Alboiu 2002) . Clitic pronouns are located in T in OR (Alboiu et al. 2014) , which is also unexceptional for Romance languages (Kayne 1991) . In OR, auxiliary verbs are also clitics (which is not typical for Romance languages), and they belong to the clitic cluster in T, together with clitic pronouns. Accordingly, in (5a) Neg selects a TP with proclitics on the (indicative) verb that moved to T. Data as in (5b), where the verb precedes the subject and the vP adverb des 'often' , indicate V-to-T in OR.
(5) a. The triggers for verb movement within the hierarchies in (3) and (4) are justified through feature checking mechanisms. In particular, the [tense] feature of T is interpretable but not valued, and it probes a verb that has an uninterpretable [tense] feature, but an intrinsically (morphologically) specified tense value (Pesetsky and Torrego 2007) . While this operation is unexceptional with indicative verbs, more needs to be said about OR gerund verbs that can occur in similar root contexts.
. Distribution in the sentence
In this section we survey the distribution of OR gerunds in subordinate contexts and point out that gerund clauses are adjuncts (versus arguments). The conclusion is that gerunds are verbal in nature, unlike infinitives and supines, which have nominal properties and occur as arguments more productively.
.1 Relative clauses
In this paper, we include the relatives in the class of adjuncts, on par with adverbial clauses. This classification is in line with recent analyses where relatives are defined as adjoined to NP or DP (Demirdache 1991 a.o. 
. Adverbial clauses
The gerund is extensively used in non-selected contexts, for a variety of adverbial clauses (as it is in Romance languages in general). From a theoretical standpoint, adjuncts (and subject) clauses are phasal domains, as evidenced by the fact that they are islands to movement, among other things. Consequently, relative and adverbial OR gerund clauses are complete, fully fledged CP domains, as also confirmed by their empirical properties. Specifically, in OR, these constructions license Nominative (lexical or pro) subjects as in (7a, b). The subject may also be co-referent to an argument of the matrix clause, as in (7c), but this does not entail control, since at Spell-out the subject may lexicalize in the gerund instead of the matrix, as shown in (7d). (7) To conclude, OR adjunct gerund clauses share important properties with root gerunds, because they are unselected, unrestricted in their distribution (i.e., they occur pre-or post-verbally in relation to the matrix verb, or at long distance from the modified noun), and have the ability to license subjects (i.e., Nominative lexical subjects or null pronouns). On par with root clauses, these are phasal CP domains.
. The TAM system
In light of the above conclusions, it is theoretically desirable to surmise that matrix gerunds and adjunct gerunds have some similar morpho-syntactic properties and underlying structure, yet also diverge on some level, since MR preserved gerund adjuncts (with identical properties as in OR) but not root gerunds. In this section, we show that the syntactic similarity (i.e., phasal CP status) is corroborated by identical properties in their TAM systems: the TAM values are unspecified.
.1 Tense
Adjunct gerunds show independent values for the tense feature. For example, in (8) the matrix verb is constantly in present perfect, but the reading on the gerund is past in (8a), but future in (8b). (8) In (9) the Turks had already entered the country, so King Duca's actions were finished prior to this event. The other verbs in (9) are in the present, and would have provided no clues for a past perfect interpretation of the gerund out of the relevant context.
. Aspect
OR gerunds may have a progressive aspect, but they can also be perfective (10a), punctual (10b), or iterative (10c).
(10) a. Muftiiul s-ascunsese, şi găsindu-l, l-au muncit… priest.the refl-hid.had and finding-him him-have worked 'The elated priest had hid himself, but when they found him, they tortured him. ' (Neculce 167) Root gerunds are different in this respect, insofar as the modality is always realis, as with root indicatives. Since -ind does not intrinsically bring a value for modality (as seen in (11)), something else must force the realis interpretation in root gerunds.
. Clause structure
The next step in our analysis is to determine the internal structure of the gerund clause, for which we use the theoretical tools presented in Section 3. First, we show that, by default, OR gerund clauses involve V-to-Fin. Then, we show that there are traces of V-to-T that can reasonably be attributed to systematic low verb movement in gerund clauses before the recorded times.
.1 V-to-C
The first step is to show that the gerund moves out of the vP. This is tested with adverbs and with subjects in situ. In (12), auzindu 'hearing' is higher than the subject in situ, in Spec, vP (OR is a VSO language); whereas avîndu 'having' precedes the adverb încă 'still' , which is high in the inflectional field (i.e., above Voice in (3) above). The same can be seen in root gerunds, as in (13), with the subject in situ. The affixal negation does not concern the properties of T (T must be present since the gerund occurs in root clauses), but, rather, is a by-product of the fact that the gerund verb moves out of T into C, and this movement would be blocked by the free morpheme nu 'not' . The intervener property of nu has been discussed in Rivero (1993) for Long Head Movement (LHM), which is a form of V-to-C. T-to-C movement of gerunds is confirmed by the location of clitic pronouns (i.e., enclitics in (15) In (18a), two coordinated constituents with contrastive topic reading follow the relative in Spec,ForceP. The root gerund in (18b) is preceded by an aboutness Topic de acolo 'from there' , and the direct object multe 'many' fronted to contrastive Focus. This word order indicates that V-to-C means V-to-Fin for the gerund. The same word order appears in MR, though MR does not support root gerunds.
. V-to-T
The Moldavian Chronicles display a few gerund constructions that are an exception to the above word order rule: there are a few examples with the negation nu (instead of ne-); and some folk poems (ballads) display the possibility of proclitics with the gerunds.
The rare possibility of the gerund co-occurring with the free negative morpheme nu 'not' instead of the prefix ne-, as in (19), confirms that the gerund verb must have moved to T (not to C) in pre-recorded stages of the language, and that such rare examples are traces of this situation in OR. 'When he entered town as if in Istanbul, the sun was rising and the shops were opening. The groom watched them [the earrings] with black eyes and bought them, and fitted them to your face. ' (Gabinschi 2010: 83) The relevance of (20) is that it displays proclitics to gerund verbs, which corroborates the conclusion drawn on the basis of the negation nu 'not' in the previous examples: there was a time in OR when the gerund verb stayed in T (i.e., adjacent to proclitics in T), and this configuration favored the use of gerunds in root clauses, because V-to-T with null CP is typical for root declaratives in the language (versus interrogatives or imperatives).
. Summary
The data indicate two subsequent configurations for non-selected gerund clauses:
i. Pre-recorded OR (i.e., before 16th century): gerund V-to-T The gerund is lower than Neg nu 'not' , and displays clitc > V order. The gerund is higher than frequency adverbs and the subject in situ, hence outside of vP. ii. Recorded OR (i.e. mid-16th to end of 18th centuries):
V-to-Fin and some V-to-T. In V-to-Fin, the gerund is higher than T past , it has affixal negation, and it displays V > clitic order. Concurrently, rare occurrences of V-to-T can be found, exhibiting the properties in (i).
Accordingly, OR represents a system in transition, undergoing a change in the gerund syntax, which becomes stabilized as V-to-Fin in MR. The stabilization of V-to-Fin in MR also coincides with the disappearance of root gerunds.
. Formalization
The analysis we develop in this section is that root gerund V-to-T is possible because of the mapping of an Assertion Operator in ForceP, in the spirit of Meinunger (2004) . This operator values the clause-typing feature as declarative and, therefore, selects Fin with a realis modality, so, as with root indicatives, only V-to-T need apply. In the absence of the Assertion Operator, Fin is unvalued and triggers V-to-C so that the verb can check the modality feature of Fin. This movement, however, fails to value Fin as realis, hence the loss of the root gerund. This accounts for our previous observation, namely, that the loss of root gerunds coincides with the spread of V-to-Fin in these constructions.
.1 Modality versus [mood]
In Rizzi's (1997 Rizzi's ( , 2004 Predicate clefting fronts the V(P) for focus/topic purposes, with a copy of the V(P) in clause-internal position (Abels 2001; Roberts 2010: 198 a.o.) . Importantly, while the clause-internal copy is fully inflected for TAM values, the fronted verb must be realized in a default form (see also Landau 2006) . Therefore, (21) demonstrates that the OR gerund is an underspecified default form, which explains its plurifunctionality. Its underspecification does not, however, account for how the gerund acquires the various TAM values illustrated in Section 6.
. Free variation and feature valuation
With respect to tense and aspect features (associated with T), Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) 
The feature-checking system in (22) and (23) offers an explanation for temporal/ aspectual deixis in both gerunds and indicatives, hence their free variation.
As for the speaker's choice between (22) and (23), we follow Adger and Smith (2005) , who argue that intra-speaker variation follows from a system where competing syntactic derivations yield different Spell-Outs with identical semantics. Accordingly, we have to account for the fact that both the gerund and the indicative are propositional and have a realis interpretation (i.e. are identical in all of their semantic features).
. The Assertion Operator
In semantics, Meinunger (2004) shows that root clauses are split between illocutionary force and propositional content. He argues that declaratives with indicative verbs have the illocutionary force realized through an Assertion Operator (Assert OP) in Spec,ForceP that takes the structured proposition as its argument. Hence, we infer that if an Assert OP is present in the semantic component of indicatives, it must be equally present in that of root gerunds.
Refining Meinunger's analysis, we suggest that root indicatives are parsed as declaratives by default (i.e. in the absence of any operator syntactically present in ForceP) since their Fin is intrinsically [+finite] and compatible with [+realis] . However, since gerunds are underspecified for all their TAM values, an Assert OP must obligatorily map to syntax in these cases. In other words, root gerunds need explicit declarative clause-typing, which can only be a consequence of merging the Assert OP in their Spec,ForceP, as in (24).
. Pragmatic valuation takes place in the semantic component when interpretable features (e.g., iT) do not receive a value upon feature-checking. This valuation is derived contextually, akin to situations of logophoric licensing of nominals (e.g., Landau 2013). In (24) the Assert OP takes scope over Fin and T and, crucially, binds Fin as [+finite, +realis] . This explains the possibility of root gerunds with V-to-T, since T depends on Assert OP for its valuation.
Confirmation for the presence of Assert OP in (24) comes from the unavailability of gerunds in interrogatives: all the root gerunds we found are declaratives. This is predictable, since interrogatives need specific operators with propositional scope, whose merging in Force is blocked by the Assert OP. 4 As for the change from V-to-T to V-to-Fin with root gerunds, we point out that the Assert OP is null, which weakens the evidence for its presence. Our inference is that The Moldavian Chronicles point to a system in transition, with the Assert OP present in some cases-specifically, with V-to-T-but not in others (i.e. V-to-Fin). Specifically, the 22 examples of root gerunds with V-to-Fin denote the absence of [+finite, +realis]-valuation by the Assert OP and a 'recuperating' mechanism of T-to-C raising. However, since [ T ger] is not specified as [+finite, +realis] , this system cannot be maintained and root gerunds are lost.
The situation in gerund adjuncts is somewhat different. Not all adjuncts would map an Assert OP even when this was available in the language. For instance, relative clauses contain a relative OP, which rules out an Assertion OP. Following Haegeman (2010: 307, and earlier work), adverbial clauses are of two types: 'central' adverbial clauses, whose function is "to structure the event expressed in the associated main clause" and 'peripheral' adverbial clauses, which provide a background proposition for the main clause event and are more root-like in that they have independent temporal deixis and illocutionary force. Central adjuncts are not propositional, so cannot have an Assert OP to begin with. Hence, the loss of this OP would not affect them. They . Note that lower operators are not expected to interfere with the Assert OP, which explains the presence of operators in Spec,FocusP in OR gerunds, as in (18b). Unlike wh-phrases, focused constituents do not require specific clause-typing in Force.
continue to function in MR as they did in OR, by virtue of being associated with the speech act of the main clause. Peripheral adjuncts, on the other hand, do instantiate Force and require relevant anchoring. Following Haegeman (2010) , who, in turn refers to Aboh's (2005) work on factives in Gungbe, this anchoring can be realized via an operator or via V-to-C. This explains why V-to-Fin/C generalizes with gerunds once the Assert OP is lost. However, unlike with root gerunds, which necessarily require a [+finite] specification, adjuncts have no such requirement, which explains the survival of gerund adjuncts into MR.
. Conclusions
The key goal of this paper was to explain the possibility for gerund clauses in OR to occur in free variation with indicatives, either as root declaratives or under coordination (see (1) and (2)). The data showed that gerund clauses are overwhelmingly adjuncts (adverbial or relative). Tests of distribution and word order indicated that adjunct and root gerunds are phasal domains (i.e., CPs that license Nominative subjects), and have the same TAM properties (i.e., they are unspecified). For their internal structure, the tests showed that the older stages of OR had V-to-T, whereas the OR of the 16th century and later has primarily V-to-Fin in the same configurations.
The analysis we developed capitalized on the above observations and on the semantic equivalence between root gerunds and root indicatives. Following Meinunger (2004) , we proposed that an Assertion Operator is mapped to syntax in root gerunds (though not in root indicatives). The Assertion OP scopes over the proposition and binds Fin-T, ensuring a [+finite, +realis] valuation.
This loss of root gerunds was derived from the presence of two mechanisms that could value the clause-type feature as declarative in OR: with a null OP and no operator (i.e. by default in indicatives). Since both instances lack overt phonological features, the language learner could easily mistake one for another. The consequence was V-to-Fin (instead of V-to-T), since the absence of the Assert OP in Spec,ForceP entailed failure to value the features of Fin. Thus, the stabilization of V-to-Fin in MR coincided with the complete loss of root gerunds, as these can no longer recover a [+finite] specification. However, phasal gerunds have been maintained as adjuncts in MR, with pragmatic tense valuation.
